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DETAILED ACTION 



1 . Applicant's request for reconsideration of the finality of the rejection of the last Office 
action is persuasive and, therefore, the finality of that action is withdrawn. 

2. In view of the Appeal Brief filed on 5-21-10, PROSECUTION IS HEREBY 
REOPENED. New grounds of rejection are set forth below. 

To avoid abandonment of the application, appellant must exercise one of the following 
two options: 

(1) file a reply under 37 CFR 1.111 (if this Office action is non-final) or a reply under 37 
CFR 1.113 (if this Office action is final); or, 

(2) initiate a new appeal by filing a notice of appeal under 37 CFR 41 .31 followed by an 
appeal brief under 37 CFR 41.37. The previously paid notice of appeal fee and appeal brief fee 
can be applied to the new appeal. If, however, the appeal fees set forth in 37 CFR 41 .20 have 
been increased since they were previously paid, then appellant must pay the difference between 
the increased fees and the amount previously paid. 

A Supervisory Patent Examiner (SPE) has approved of reopening prosecution by signing 

below: 

/STEVEN S. PAIK7 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2887. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
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1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

2. Claims 1-2, 6-8, and 10-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Vilppula et al. (WO 0069183), as cited by the Applicant. 

Re claim 1, Vilppula et al. teaches a chip card with at least one application for which an 
implementation and an entry referring to the implementation are present on the chip card, and 
wherein a plurality of entries referring to the same implementation are present on the chip card 
(applications 60-68, abstract, and page 3, lines 1+). The Examiner has interpreted that the 
implementation can be interpreted as the user profile which is interpreted as having one/plurality 
of entries referring to it, wherein the entry is interpreted as the entry/listing that refers to the type 
of application, or such as set forth by directory 70 via the AID, and the application is interpreted 
as the actual applications listed in the user profile, the listing being interpreted as the entries, the 
applications providing network access (GSM/WAP network access). For purposes of 
examination, the Examiner has interpreted "executed" to mean to put into effect/carried out. 

For clarification, the implementation (user profile as per p. 1 1 of Vilppula et al.) is 
interpreted as put into effect/carried out/executed in a first way based on the entries it starts with 
in that if a given profile has a given set of associated applications (one of them being a starting 
entry) that a different set of applications (such as shown for various profiles as per the table on 
p. 1 1 of Vilppula et al.) would cause the implementation to be executed differently. Simply put, 
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the user profile is executed differently, if there are a different set of applications, since these 
different applications would need to be accessible. 

Alternatively, the implementation (user profile as per p. 1 1 of Vilppula et al.) is 
interpreted as executed in different way based on the entry the implementation (user profile) 
starts with in as much as the user profile is put into effect/carried out differently if a user starts 
with running a GSM application versus running an e-money application (as per p. 11 profiles of 
Vilppula et al), because the user profile is executed in different ways as it is being executed for 
different purposes (depending on which application is being selected to start/run/which user is 
using the card). For example, profile 8 could be executed in different ways in that it might be 
executed for GSM application or it might be later executed for a WAP or profile modification 
application. 

The Examiner has interpreted that the AIDs in the DIR 70 are interpreted as several 
entries present on a chip card and that these entries as associated with the same implementation. 
Vilppula teaches that if profile 2 has been selected that the DIR file will only contain the AIDs 
for the profile 2 applications. Therefore, the AID are interpreted as entries present on a chip card 
and associated with the same implementation/user profile. 

Re claim 2, Vilppula et al. teaches entries characterizing different virtual applications 
refer to the same implementation, as discussed above, where the entries referring to the same 
implementation (of the same profile) characterize different virtual applications. Additionally, the 
Examiner notes that different application program groups have a degree of overlap. 

Re claim 6, this claim is a matter of intended use, and therefore is not patentable. 
Nonetheless, Vilppula et al. teaches the limitations (page 1, lines 2+). 
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Re claim 7, network access authorization is understood (access to a portable/cellular 
phone network, and see page 9+) and a corresponding plurality of telephone applications, as 
discussed above (table page 11). Further, the Examiner notes that the intended use of a device is 
not patentable ("for providing"). 

Re claim 8, (page 11, table) shows entries provided for each application for providing 
network access authorization (GSM/WAP), the entries referring to the same implementation 
(profile) and wherein different network access authorization is made through each entry. 

Re claims 7-8, as network access is provided, this is interpreted as authorizing. 

Re claims 10-11, the limitations have been discussed above. Though silent to referring 
jointly, the Examiner notes that it would have been obvious to have joint referring, since the 
Examiner has interpreted that entries are listings/entries of the available applications in a 
profile/implementation, and therefore it would have been obvious that having a plurality of 
applications available in a single profile/implementation would include pluralities of entries 
(joint referring), based on the desired applications associated. The Examiner has interpreted that 
based on which entry the implementation/profile starts with, the implementation is executed 
differently, as discussed above, which also applies to claim 1 1 , since it depends on which entry is 
evaluated. 

As discussed above, based upon which entry is started with/evaluated of the 
implementation, execution can be different (i.e. different applications). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
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3. Claims 3-5 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Vilppula et al, as discussed above. 

The teachings of Vilppula et al. have been discussed above. 

Re claim 3, Vilppula et al. is silent to the entries each containing a freely selectable 
information sequence. However, the Examiner notes that as the user is able to select the 
applications available to them (executed via the entries of the user profile) and different users are 
available on the card, it would have been obvious to contain a freely selectable information 
sequence to permit a user (selected) to select an application to be run. 

Re claim 4, as there are different applications with the same implementation, the 
Examiner notes it would have been obvious that there would be different content, corresponding 
to the different applications within a given profile/implementation, to permit the different users 
functionalities. 

Re claim 5, though silent to the freely selectable information sequences having 
specifications for execution of the associated implementation, the Examiner notes that it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, that by selecting a given entry of a plurality 
of entries referring/part of a given implementation, that specifications/directions would be 
included so that the application/implementation can be executed, for operational purposes. Such 
specifications can include software, machine code, etc. for example, so that selection of the 
sequence results in applications of the implementation being run. Specifications would be 
obvious to include in order running an application for example (so the card knows how to run an 
application for example). 
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Re claim 9, as discussed above, the Examiner notes that as the entries are selected to 
invoke the virtual applications for network access. Though silent as to having different 
parameters and effectuate the use of the data belonging to the particular network access 
authorization, the Examiner notes it would have been obvious to have different parameters and to 
use data belonging to the particular network access authorization, in order to access different 
networks, for use by different users, etc. to provide expected results of different network 
connectivity. 

Additional Remarks 

The Examiner has interpreted that Vilppula does disclose an association of several entries 
present on a chip card with the same implementation. The Examiner has interpreted that the 
AIDs in the DIR 70 are interpreted as several entries present on a chip card and that these entries 
as associated with the same implementation. Vilppula teaches that if profile 2 has been selected 
that the DIR file will only contain the AIDs for the profile 2 applications. Therefore, the AID are 
interpreted as entries present on a chip card and associated with the same implementation/user 
profile. 

The Examiner maintains that claim 1 is not interpreted in a manner consistent with the 
specification, because the Examiner notes that he has interpreted "executed" in a broad and 
reasonable manner which does not exclude that set forth in the specification. 



Conclusion 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DANIEL WALSH whose telephone number is (571)272-2409. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9am-7pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Steven Paik can be reached on 571-272-2404. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/DANIEL WALSH/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2887 



